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Trust has been described as an important feature in both
interpersonal relationships and larger collectivities such as
organizations or societies. Trust is seen as an important basis for
cooperation. For instance, Gambetta (1988, p. 235) holds that
“trust uncovers dormant preferences for cooperation tucked
under the seemingly safer blankets of defensive-aggressive
revealed preferences”. Also, Williams (1988) relates trust to a
“motivation to cooperate” and states that “cooperation requires
trust in the sense that the dependent parties need some degree
of assurance that the other, non-dependent parties will not
defect” (p. 8). Others such as Mayer, Davis and Schoorman (1995)
emphasize vulnerability, that is the willingness of a party to be
vulnerable to the actions of another party, as an important part
of trust. They propose a model of antecedents and outcomes of
organizational trust, integrating research from multiple
disciplines and differentiating trust from similar constructs such
as cooperation, confidence and predictability.
Different definitions of trust have been proposed from the
context of individual expectations, interpersonal relationships,
economic exchanges, social structures, and ethical principles
(see Hosmer, 1995). For example, Creed and Miles (1996) describe
trust as both the specific expectation that another’s actions will
be beneficial rather than detrimental and as the generalized
ability to take for granted, or to take “under trust”, a wide array
of features in the social order. This definition incorporates both
individual expectations and social structures. Cook and Wall
(1980) hold that trust between individuals and groups within an
organization is a highly important ingredient in the long-term
stability of the organization. They define trust as the extent to
which one is willing to ascribe good intentions to and have
confidence in the words and actions of other people. They view
trust as a dimension of interpersonal relationships. The current
study focuses on such interpersonal trust within organizations
and especially on the relationship between leadership and trust.
It extends previous research by looking not only at trust in the
focal leader (a specific other), but also at trust in management
and co-workers (generalized others) as possible correlates of
leadership.
Transformational and transactional leader
Since its introduction over 20 years ago, transformational or
charismatic leadership has been strongly emphasized in the
management literature (e.g. Bass, 1985, 1997; Den Hartog et al,
1999; Den Hartog & Koopman, 2001; House, 1996). Such
transformational leaders articulate a realistic vision of the future
that can be shared, stimulate subordinates intellectually, and pay
attention to the differences among the subordinates (Bass, 1985;
Den Hartog, Van Muijen & Koopman, 1997; Yammarino & Bass,
1990). Many hold that the presentation of an ideological vision
that describes a better future and is congruent with the dearly
held values of followers is central to this type of leadership. By
articulating such a vision, transformational leaders may instill
pride, gain respect and trust, and increase the sense of optimism
and hope (Shamir, House & Arthur, 1993). The leader’s personal
example serves as a model of the kind of behavior required to
attain the vision (House & Podsakoff, 1994). Transformational
leaders also intellectually stimulate followers, providing them
with a flow of challenging, new ideas that should stimulate
them into rethinking old ways of doing things (Bass, 1985).
Furthermore, while a leader’s charisma may attract subordinates
to a vision or mission, the leader’s individualized consideration
also significantly contributes to individual subordinates’
achieving their fullest potential (Bass, 1985). In this vein, House
(1977) also emphasizes the importance of confidence building
and expressing confidence in followers. 
Bass (1985) holds that transformational leaders broaden and
elevate followers’ interests, generate awareness and acceptance
among the followers of the purposes and mission of the group,
and motivate followers to go beyond their self-interests for the
good of the group. According to Bass (1985) the transformation
of followers can be achieved by raising their awareness of the
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importance and value of desired outcomes, getting followers to
transcend their own self-interests and altering or expanding
followers’ needs. Tichy and Devanna (1990) highlight the
transforming effect these leaders can have on organizations as
well as on individuals. By defining the need for change, creating
new visions, and mobilizing commitment to these visions,
leaders can ultimately transform organizations. 
Transformational or charismatic leadership is usually contrasted
with transactional leadership. Transactional leadership defines
leader-follower relationships as based on implicit and/or explicit
cost-benefit exchanges. A transactional leader recognizes what
followers want to get from their work and tries to see that they
get what they desire if their performance warrants it (Bass, 1985).
In measuring transactional leadership, two types of
transactional leadership are often distinguished: contingent
rewarding and management-by-exception (Bass, 1985). A
distinction will also be made between these two types of
transactional leadership in the study presented below.
Contingent rewarding entails a positive exchange in which
followers are rewarded for expending the necessary effort or
attaining specified performance levels. The leader specifies
performance criteria, and promises and gives rewards if
performance meets the agreed upon standards. The leader also
creates conditions under which the employee can indeed
perform well, for example gives feedback and ensures availability
of resources. Research shows that contingent rewarding
positively affects subordinate performance and satisfaction (e.g.
Podsakoff, Todor & Skov, 1982). 
Management-by-exception (MBE) entails a focus on corrective
action and (preventing) mistakes and irregularities in follower
performance. A leader intervenes when things go wrong or
standards are not met (Bass, 1985). Although MBE is commonly
referred to as “transactional” it is less exchange based than
contingent rewarding. It is perhaps best described as performance
monitoring. In their model, Bass and associates distinguish
between two forms of MBE, namely active and passive (e.g. Bass
& Avolio, 1990). The difference is that in the active form the
leader searches for deviations and takes preventive action,
whereas in the passive form the leader waits for problems to
materialize (Hater & Bass, 1988). However, others hold that (at
least in the way passive MBE is measured) it seems to have more
in common with so-called passive or laissez-faire leadership (e.g.
Den Hartog et al, 1997). Passive leaders avoid taking action or
making decisions (e.g. Bass, 1985, 1997). Laissez-faire leadership
and passive MBE correlate negatively with the more active
leadership styles and can be combined into a single passive
leadership factor (Den Hartog et al, 1997). Passive leadership was
not measured in this study.
Outcomes of leadership
In general, transformational leadership is expected and found to
lead to more positive effects on subordinates than transactional
leadership. Fiol, Harris and House (1999) note that theories
emphasizing transformational/charismatic leadership have been
subjected to more than 100 empirical tests. Collectively, the
findings of these studies demonstrate that transformational or
charismatic leaders have positive effects on their organizations
and followers, with effect sizes ranging from 0,35 to 0,50 for
organizational performance effects, and from 0,40 to 0,80 for
effects on follower satisfaction, commitment, and organizational
identification (Fiol et al, 1999). Two recent meta-analytical
studies of the literature support this conclusion (Fuller,
Patterson, Hester & Springer, 1996; Lowe, Kroek &
Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Lowe et al. (1996) find a 0,81 corrected
correlation between charisma and subordinates’ ratings of leader
effectiveness and a 0,35 mean corrected correlation between
such leadership and independent ratings of leader effectiveness
in their meta-analytic review of the literature. Although many
studies are cross-sectional in nature, several longitudinal (e.g.
Howell & Avolio, 1993) and experimental (e.g. Kirkpatrick &
Locke, 1996) studies also support the conclusions reported
above. Furthermore, there is evidence that both the positive
endorsement and the positive effects of this type of leadership
are found in a wide range of countries (Bass, 1997; Den Hartog
et al., 1999). The current study focuses on the relation between
leader behavior and trust in co-workers and management.
Interpersonal trust 
Although much of the literature on interpersonal trust focuses
on trust in romantic or personal relationships, several authors
also describe the interpersonal nature of trust within
organizations. Butler and Cantrell (1984), for instance,
combined trust as a condition for cooperation with inequality
in position and proposed five specific components of trust (or
characteristics of the people involved). It was expected that the
degree of each would differ depending on the position (superior
or subordinate) of the person. The components they proposed
are: integrity, competence, consistency, loyalty, and openness.
Integrity refers to the trusted party’s reputation for honesty and
truthfulness. Competence refers to the technical knowledge and
interpersonal skills needed for job performance. Consistency
refers to reliability, predictability, and good judgment in
handling situations. Butler and Cantrell (1984) describe loyalty
as benevolence or the willingness to protect, support, and
encourage others. Butler (1991) later refined the dimension of
loyalty by changing from a proposed attitude of general
benevolence to an implicit promise from one party not to cause
harm to the other. Openness refers to mental accessibility or the
willingness to share ideas and information with others freely
(see also Hosmer, 1995). 
Lewicki and Bunker (1996) propose a developmental model of
three sequentially linked types of trust in professional
relationships, namely calculus-based trust, knowledge-based
trust, and identification-based trust. Calculus-based trust “is
based on assuring consistency of behavior; that is, individuals
will do what they say because they fear the consequences of not
doing what they say” (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996, p. 119). Trust is
sustained to the extent that the possible punishment is both
clear and likely to occur when trust is violated. The second form
is knowledge-based trust. “This form of trust is grounded in the
other’s predictability – knowing the other sufficiently well so
that the other’s behavior is anticipatable” (Lewicki & Bunker,
1996, p. 121). In this stage, trust relies on information rather than
deterrence. Over time, a generalized expectancy about the
predictability and trustworthiness of the other party’s behavior
develops. Regular communication and “courtship” are key
processes in developing knowledge-based trust (Shapiro,
Sheppard & Cheraskin, 1992). Regular communication ensures a
constant exchange of information about wants, needs and
expectancies, and ensures that parties do not “lose touch”.
“Courtship” is behavior that is specifically aimed at relationship
development and learning more about the other party, again
contributing to predictability. The third type of trust Lewicki
and Bunker describe, namely identification-based trust, is based
on identification with the other’s desires and intentions. At this
level, “trust exists because the parties effectively understand and
appreciate the other’s wants; this mutual understanding is
developed to the point where they can effectively act for the
other” (1996, p. 122). Increased identification literally enables
one party to think, feel and respond like the other party. People
may empathize strongly with the other party and incorporate
ideas and ways of responding of this other party into their own
identity (i.e. their needs, preferences, thoughts, and behavior
patterns) as a collective identity develops. 
Trust in the leader
Both transactional and transformational leader behaviours can
enhance the development of trust in the leader. Management-by-
exception would probably lead primarily to calculus-based trust
through the emphasis on monitoring and controlling whether
subordinates perform as expected (performance monitoring). For
instance, Bass (1985) states that negative feedback “can provide
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the novice subordinate with needed advice on what not to do”
(p. 135). Going beyond calculus-based trust, contingent
rewarding and individualized consideration should increase
knowledge-based trust. Consistently practising contingent
reward involves keeping promises that were made (e.g. regarding
extra pay or a promotion for work well done). At a higher level,
contingent reward may also involve non-material recognition of
subordinates’ performance. In time, contingent reward should
increase knowledge-based trust, as subordinates will increasingly
rely upon the leader to reward them for their efforts as promised.
Individualized consideration involves treating each subordinate
differently according to their needs and capabilities, and giving
them personal attention (Bass, 1985). This can take different
forms, for instance, appreciating a job well done (much like
higher levels of contingent reward), advising subordinates what
to do, and providing developmental feedback. Individualized
consideration obviously addresses the relationship development
needed for knowledge-based trust and it ensures the exchange of
information on expectancies, needs and wants, another
important element of this type of trust. Finally, according to
Lewicki and Bunker (1996) many of the activities that increase
the other forms of trust also serve to develop identification-
based trust. They also name four types of activities that work
more specifically to increase identification-based trust. They are:
developing a collective identity; co-location (working in the
same building/neighborhood); creating joint products or goals;
and committing to commonly shared values. Articulating an
attractive vision and having shared goals to strive for,
committing to shared values, and developing a sense of
collective identity are all important components of
transformational leader behavior and also seem likely to increase
identification-based trust. Several theories of transformational
leadership (e.g. Shamir et al, 1993) emphasize the importance of
developing a collective identity and the importance of followers’
identification with certain values and the collective identity.
Personal and social identification as well as value internalization
play a role in this leadership process (Den Hartog, 1997). These
processes should also be linked to identification-based trust. 
Trust in the focal leader has been studied in previous
research. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter (1990)
examined subordinates’ trust in the leader as a mediating
variable in the relationship between transformational
leadership and so-called organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCBs). OCBs describe employees’ extra-role behavior,
including showing behavior such as civic virtue, courtesy and
altruism. They show that trust does indeed mediate the
relationship between transformational leadership and OCBs.
More specifically, they show that transformational leadership
has a direct effect on both employee trust and satisfaction
(but not on OCBs), and that trust (but not satisfaction) has a
direct effect on OCBs. The operationalization of trust in the
leader (6 items) used by Podsakoff et al (1990) incorporates
three items referring to perceived fairness and integrity of the
leader, two items regarding loyalty towards the leader, and
one item which asks whether the follower would support the
leader in almost any emergency. In their study these different
aspects of trust are combined in a single scale. In the present
study, we include one aspect of trust in a leader, namely
followers’ faith in their leader and confidence in the leader’s
ability to overcome problems. In the remainder of this paper
we will refer to such follower’s faith and confidence in the
leader as “trust in the leader”. Transformational leadership is
expected to correlate higher with trust in the focal leader
than with transactional leadership. However, a certain degree
of trust also appears important for transactional leadership,
especially for contingent reward. Promises of rewards for
performance are only likely to be effective when employees
trust they will receive what was promised. Thus, a lower but
positive relationship with faith in the leader is expected for
contingent reward.
Trust in management and co-workers
Besides developing trust in the focal leader-follower
relationship, employees can also develop more generalized trust
in management and trust in colleagues or co-workers. Hosmer
(1995) states that the literature regarding trust in management
has focused mostly on (the role of personal characteristics in)
superior-subordinate relationships, whereas the literature on
distrust in management has included generalized others. 
It follows from the various possible definitions that besides trust
in specific others, trust in generalized others can be important in
the development and maintenance of cooperative attitudes
towards those parties and the organization as a whole. Trusting
management or co-workers, for instance, is likely to influence
employees’ behavior towards these groups and the amount of
effort they are willing to expend on their behalf. The interpersonal
trust scales as developed by Cook and Wall (1980) were used to
measure trust in management and co-workers. The scales refer to
two aspects of trust, namely having confidence in
management/colleagues and having faith in management/
colleagues. Clegg and Wall (1981) found that trust in management
declines as one moves down the management, supervisory, white
collar and blue collar hierarchy. Given its emphasis on values and
processes of internalization, transformational leadership is
expected to foster a cooperative and trusting attitude towards
both management and co-workers. Furthermore, by increasing
team spirit and the idea that the group works together as a
collectivity, transformational leaders could affect trust in co-
workers. Also, trusting one’s own leader, feeling treated fairly, and
the idea of pursuing a common organizational goal are expected
to foster a more generalized sense of trust in management. The
relationship between transformational leadership and generalized
trust in management and colleagues is expected to be stronger
than the relationship between transactional leadership and these




The sample in this study consisted of 330 employees of two
organisations. The first was a utilities firm, the second an
organization in the entertainment industry. Respondents
received questionnaires and covering letters in person at work
and could send or hand in the questionnaire after completion.
Researchers were available to answer questions. In total, 212
people returned (usable) questionnaires. The response was
approximately 80% in the public utility firm (n = 145) and 45%
in the entertainment company (n = 67). 82% of the respondents
were male and 7,5% had a managerial position. 
Measuring instrument
The items used in the leadership scales were chosen from a
larger pool of items in the Inspirational Leadership in
Organizations (ILO) questionnaire used in previous research
(Den Hartog, 1997). The ILO is based on and also adds to several
questionnaires, namely the MLQ-8Y (Bass & Avolio, 1990), the
Value-Based Leadership Questionnaire (House, Delbecq & Taris,
1998) and the questionnaire used by Podsakoff et al (1990). For
a description of the development of the ILO and the complete
pool of items, see Den Hartog (1997). In the current study, only
part of the ILO was used (as described below). 
Transformational leadership. Five scales measuring different
dimensions of transformational leadership were included
(charisma, vision, intellectual stimulation, individualized
consideration and demonstrating trust in others). A 5-item scale
tapping charisma was used. A sample item is “projects a
powerful, magnetic, and dynamic presence” (Cronbach  0,87).
A 5-item scale referring to vision was used. A sample item is
“articulates a vision of future opportunities” (Cronbach  0,88).
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A 7-item scale referring to intellectual stimulation was used
(Cronbach  0,86). A sample item is “challenges me to think
about old problems in new ways”. A 5-item scale tapping
individualized consideration was used (Cronbach  0,85).
Demonstrating trust in others was a 3-item scale (Cronbach 
0,80). All leadership items were measured on a 5-point scale.
Transactional leadership. Seven items were used to assess
performance monitoring (or management-by-exception).
Examples are “would indicate disapproval if I performed at a low
level”, “points it out to me when my work is not up to par” and
“focuses attention on errors I make”. Cronbach  is 0,88. Four
items were used to assess contingent reward behavior. A sample
item is “tells me what to do to be rewarded for my efforts”.
Cronbach  is 0,82.
Trust in the leader. Two items were used to assess subordinates’
faith and confidence in their focal leader, namely “I have
complete confidence in him/her” and “I am ready to trust
him/her to overcome any obstacle”. Cronbach  is 0,82. Trust in
the leader was measured on a 5-point scale.
Trust in management and co-workers. The interpersonal trust
scales used in this study were back-translated from Cook and
Wall (1980). Six items assess trust in colleagues ( = 0,85) and six
assess trust in management ( = 0,87) on a six-point scale.
Sample items are “One can trust management’s ability to make
the right decisions regarding the future of our organization” and
“I can rely on my co-workers to help me if necessary”. These
items were measured on a 6-point scale.
RESULTS
Table 1 presents the scale means and intercorrelations between
the scales used in this study. Consistent with previous studies,
transformational leadership behaviors are found to be highly
correlated. As table 1 shows, trust in the leader is significantly
positively related to trust in management (0,55) and to trust in
colleagues (0,27). As one would expect, the latter relationship is
less strong. In addition, table 1 shows that all five scales tapping
transformational leadership are significantly positively related
to the three forms of trust. The transactional scales are also
TABLE 1
MEANS AND INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE SCALES
Mean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Cont. Reward 1,65 1,00
2. Perf. Monitoring 2,89 0,34** 1,00
3. Intell. Stim 2,54 0,56** 0,45** 1,00
4. Demon. Trust 3,36 0,35** 0,20** 0,59** 1,00
5. Ind. Consider 3,12 0,46** 0,35** 0,66** 0,76** 1,00
6. Charisma 2,73 0,47** 0,46** 0,61** 0,55** 0,72** 1,00
7. Vision 2,47 0,46** 0,31** 0,60** 0,49** 0,58** 0,66** 1,00
8. Trust in leader 2,94 0,39** 0,42** 0,48** 0,60** 0,69** 0,79** 0,55** 1,00
9. Trust co-worker 4,37 0,10 0,17* 0,24** 0,26** 0,33** 0,25** 0,21** 0,27** 1,00
10.Trust manag’mt 3,55 0,34** 0,19* 0,39** 0,49** 0,55** 0,51** 0,47** 0,55** 0,39** 1,00
* – Signif.  0,05 ** – Signif.  0,01
TABLE 2
HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION PREDICTING THE IMPACT OF TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP ON TRUST BEYOND THAT OF TRANSACTIONAL LEADERSHIP
Variables Trust in leader Trust in management Trust in colleagues
Added in Step1: Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2
Contingent reward  0,28**  0,02  0,31**  0,09  0,04  – 0,11
Performance mon.  0,33**  0,12**  0,07  – 0,05  0,14+  0,06
Added in Step 2: 
Consideration  0,14+  0,24*  0,28*
Demon. Trust  0,24**  0,16+  0,02
Intellect. Stim.  – 0,19**  – 0,13  0,03
Charisma  0,58**  0,16  0,00
Vision  0,05  0,21*  0,06
Adj. R2 0,24 0,68 0,11 0,34 0,02 0,08
F 32,95** 60,95** 11,99** 14,36** 2,58+ 3,54** 
Change in unadj. R2 0,44 0,25 0,09 
F 54,39** 13,63** 3,85**
+ Sign  0,10 *  – Signif.  0,05 ** – Signif.  0,01   (1-tailed) Fully standardized () regression coefficients
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positively related to trust in the leader. However, the
relationships with generalized trust in others are less strong. The
relationships are positive, but low for performance monitoring
and contingent reward is significantly related to trust in
management but not to trust in colleagues. 
To assess which leadership dimensions were most relevant in
predicting trust, hierarchical regression analyses were
performed. In the first step, the transactional scales were entered
and in the second step the transformational scales. This allows
for a test of the augmentation hypothesis as proposed by Hater
and Bass (1988). They hold that transformational leadership
should have an effect above and beyond transactional
leadership. As table 2 shows, this is indeed the case for all three
trust variables. The seven leadership scales explain a total of
almost 70% of the variance in trust in the leader, almost 35% of
the variance in trust in management, and around 10% of the
trust in co-workers. Most of this is due to the transformational
scales. Interestingly, the scales which add most in the prediction
vary. For instance, whereas vision does not add in the prediction
of trust in the leader beyond the effects of the other scales, it is
significant as a predictor for trust in management. 
DISCUSSION
The current study focuses on a specific area of interpersonal
trust within organizations, namely how the behavior of and
relationship with one’s supervisor affects trust in that supervisor
as well as generalized others. In the literature, trust is assumed
to be very important for transformational leadership (e.g. Bennis
& Nanus, 1985). The results of this study support this notion. In
line with previous research, the relationships we found between
trust in the focal leader and transactional leadership dimensions
are less strong than those involving transformational leadership
dimensions. Similarly, as expected, the transformational
leadership scales were positively related to trust in management
and colleagues and these relationships were less strong for
transactional leadership. In some studies faith and confidence in
the leader have been measured as part of transformational
leadership (e.g. Bass & Avolio, 1990). Although the relationship
between this type of leadership and trust is high, such items are
measured outcomes rather than leader behavior, which supports
the separation of the two. This seems especially true given the
results obtained here, namely that the relationship between
trust and some aspects of transformational leadership
(individualized consideration, charisma) is stronger than
between trust and other such aspects (intellectual stimulation,
vision), even though these transformational leader behaviors
were found to be highly correlated. 
The major limitation of this study lies in the cross-sectional
nature of the research design which prevents testing for causal
relationships. Thus, although the different trust variables are
treated here mostly as outcomes of leadership, the results of this
study do not preclude reverse causation. For instance, trusting
individuals may perceive their leader as more transformational.
More research into leadership development and the nature of
cause-effect relationships is necessary. One can see the
relationship between transformational leadership and trust in
management as a “double-edged sword” (cf. Shamir et al., 1993).
When a leader’s vision is in line with organizational goals and
he or she is seen as representative of management,
transformational leadership is likely to increase trust in
management. However, when such a vision goes against
organizational values or strategies, such trust in management
may well decrease. In organizations, however, the latter process
is constrained by selection and performance evaluation
processes (certain types of people are hired and dissonant
managers can be replaced or fired). Also, at lower levels in
particular, leaders will often not have enough discretion or
resources to pursue visions that are highly discrepant with basic
organizational goals or those proposed by higher management.
The current study focused on supervisory level leadership and an
interesting question is therefore whether similar relationships
would be found at higher levels in the organization.
A final limitation of this study is that it is based on single source
survey data. Both leader behavior and trust were measured
through the eyes of subordinates using questionnaires. More
research using multiple methods and sources of data is needed.
The relatively high intercorrelations between the leadership
scales that were found here are also commonly found in other
studies using these types of questionnaires. Development of
more sophisticated questionnaires or even entirely different
methods to assess these types of leadership is desirable. 
The results of this study seem to emphasize the importance of
trust building processes in leader-follower relationships.
Longitudinal research on this process is needed. The results also
suggest several other interesting future studies on leadership and
trust. The consequences of leaders’ violations of subordinates’
trust also appears to be an important area for future research.
Although much research to date focuses on the positive
influence leaders may have on organizational as well as
individual outcomes, anecdotal evidence and popular opinion
polls suggest employees are very often not happy with their
supervisors and the way they are treated by them. Similarly,
leaders may trust but they may also distrust their subordinates.
The role of violations of trust by both leaders and followers and
when these result in distrust within the dyad have not received
much attention in the leadership field. However, the literature
on the violation of the psychological contract and interactional
justice may help theory building in this area. 
The current study aimed to explore several aspects of the
relationship between leadership and trust. The dynamics of
trust and distrust between leaders and followers and the
antecedents and consequences of such trust and distrust seem a
worthwhile area for further exploration and increased insight in
this area will yield both scientific insight and practical benefits.
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